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US Application No. 10/760,222; Filed on January 21, 2004 
Our Ref: RRA14US 

Reasons for Pre-Appeal Review 

Sole independent claim 5 stands rejected as obvious in light of US 6,443,555 to 
Silverbrook in view of US 6,722,759 to Torgerson et al (see the Final Office Action dated 
February 20, 2008). These citations fail to support a prima facie case of obviousness. 
With reference to MPEP 2143, the basic criteria for establishing a prima facie case of 
obviousness are clearly set out: 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, there must 
be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine 
reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior 
art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. 

The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of 
success must both be found in the prior art, not in applicant's disclosure. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 
488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

The cited references do not teach or suggest all the limitations of claim 5, hence the 
Examiner has not fulfilled the basic criteria for establishing a prima facie case of 
obviousness. 

In particular, claim 5 is limited to a printer cartridge that has a body configured such that 
"user removal and replacement of the body simultaneously removes and replaces the 
printing fluid storage, the pagewidth printhead and the fluid connection" (emphasis 
added). The Applicant's submissions dated April 10, 2008 explain the failure of these 
references to disclose all the claim elements. 
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In the '555 reference, the printhead modules 1 (which the Examiner has equated to the 
body of claim 5) is not configured for simultaneous removal of the ink cartridge 6 (which 
the Examiner has equated to the printing fluid storage of claim 5), the printhead unit 3 
(which the Examiner has equated to the pagewidth printhead of claim 5) and the printer 
ink supply system of Figure 19 (which the Examiner has equated to the fluid connection 
of claim 5). It is plainly apparent that these components are assembled at different times 
during manufacture and not able to be simultaneously removed and replaced because they 
have been incorporated into a printer cartridge. 

The Torgerson reference is cited as a disclosure of the first and second print chips whose 
combined lengths are "at least equal to the length of the pagewidth printhead". 
Specifically, the Examiner highlights Figure 3 as a disclosure of these features. Again, 
these claim elements are completely absent from the citation. 

In view of the foregoing, the references cited again claim 5 manifestly fail to support a 
§103 rejection. 

For these reasons, the Applicant requests favorable consideration of the present 
application by the pre-appeal review board. 



